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Comment Letter I001 (Thomas Hartmann, July 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I001 (Thomas Hartmann, July 24, 2007) 

I001-1 
Chapter 8 of this Final Program Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Final Program EIR/EIS) 
identifies the Pacheco Pass near State Route (SR) 152 as the 
Preferred Alternative, consistent with this comment.  Please see 
Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I001-2 
The labels being referred to in this comment contain the alignment 
name rather than the station location names.  West Oakland or 12th 
Street City Center are two station location options, near or under the 
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) stations. 

I001-3 
The “Caltrain Shared Use” symbol is not a station but rather 
identifies the alignment.  The California High-Speed Rail Authority 
(Authority) and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) are aware 
of the proposed BART extension to San Jose and Santa Clara. 

I001-4 
The high-speed train (HST) system would be fully fenced to prevent 
encroachment onto the tracks. 

I001-5 
The HST system would be fully grade separated.  If appropriate, 
some streets may be closed at the tracks. 

I001-6 
The HST tracks would be fully separate from the freight tracks. 

I001-7 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the commenter’s support for 
Palo Alto.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS.  The Palo Alto site will continue to be 
investigated at the project level if the HST project moves forward.  
The preferred alternative for the “Mid-Peninsula Station” is to 
“continue to investigate both potential sites and working with local 
agencies and the Caltrain JPB determine whether a Mid-Peninsula 
station site should be recommended.” 

I001-8 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge Mr. Hartman’s desire to ride the 
HST. 
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Comment Letter I002 (Robert S. Allen, June 27, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I002 (Robert S. Allen, June 27, 2007) 

 
I002-1  
Depending on their origin and destination, rail system riders will 
typically make a decision regarding the best route depending on the 
convenience, safety, travel times, and costs.  For instance, South 
Bay riders could well select an Altamont HST service to Sacramento.  
This alternative was therefore evaluated in the Draft Program 
EIR/EIS. 

I002-2  
Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.  The HST route from Los Angeles to Sacramento is 
assumed as part of the statewide HST system.  Improvements to the 
Capitol Corridor services and facilities are reviewed in the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Regional Rail Plan.  
Please also see Response to Comment I002-1.  Improvements to the 
Capitol were considered as part of the Authority’s and FRA’s certified 
statewide program EIR/EIS (November 2005).    

I002-3  
Improvements to the Capital Corridor services and facilities are 
reviewed in the MTC Regional Rail Plan.   

I002-4  
The Authority and FRA are working with regional stakeholders to 
review rail transit improvements in the Altamont Corridor, including 
appropriate use of and connections to BART. 

I002-5  
Connectivity to local transit for a future East Bay HST system could 
be reviewed as part of a possible future HST extension to the 
Preferred Alternative from San Jose to Oakland. 

I002-6  
The BART transbay tube between San Francisco and Oakland has 
been included in the evaluation of HST options contained in this 
Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

I002-7  
The alignment and possible station locations of a future East Bay 
HST system could be reviewed as part of a possible future HST 
extension to the Preferred Alternative from San Jose to Oakland. 

I002-8  
Consistent with this comment, Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  

I002-9  
The Authority and FRA appreciate the offer to discuss Mr. Allen’s 
ideas regarding rail systems.

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 24-5

 

Comment Letter I003 (Steve Tyson, August 7, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I003 (Steve Tyson, August 7, 2007) 

I003-1 
The Authority and FRA Acknowledge receipt of Mr. Tyson’s 
comments. 

I003-2 
The type of HST service being proposed for California would operate 
on tracks dedicated to the HST system, which would be separate 
from freight tracks—unlike the AMTRAK services currently provided 
on the East Coast and in California.  The proposed California HST 
trains would therefore not be subject to delays from freight trains.  
The HST experience in both Europe and Japan has shown that the 
high-speed systems can generate positive revenues once the system 
is constructed. 

I003-3 
Transportation improvements can be costly, whether for a new or 
expanded airport, a new or expanded freeway, or a new or 
expanded rail system.  For the statewide program EIR/EIS, the 
Authority and FRA did evaluate a “modal” alternative—a combination 
of air and highway expansions—with the HST alternative.  As noted 
in the Record of Decision for the statewide program EIS: 

The analysis in the Final Program EIR/EIS confirms that the 
capacity of California’s intercity transportation system is insufficient 
to meet existing and future demand, and the current and projected 
future congestion of the system will continue to result in 
deteriorating air quality, reduced reliability, and increased travel 
times.  The state’s intercity transportation system has not kept 
pace with the tremendous increase in the population and tourism in 
the state.  The interstate highway system, commercial airports, and 
the conventional passenger rail system serving the intercity travel 
market are currently operating at or near capacity, and will require 
large public investments for maintenance and expansion in order to 
serve existing and future demand.  The need for improvements 
serving intercity travel within California is described further in the 
Final Program EIR/EIS… 

The evaluation indicates that the Modal Alternative, improvement 
to existing highway and air modes of intercity travel, would help 
meet projected needs for intercity travel in 2020, but would not 
satisfy the purpose and objectives of the program as well as the 
HST alternative.  In addition the capital cost of the Modal 
Alternative would be over two times the estimated capital cost of 
the HST Alternative, and the Modal Alternative would have 
considerably less sustainable capacity than the HST Alternative to 
serve California’s intercity travel needs beyond 2020. 

The evaluation of the Final Program EIR/EIS also indicates that 
taking no action under the No Project Alternative would not meet 
the intercity travel needs projected for the future (2020 and 
beyond) as population continues to grow, and would fail to meet 
the purpose and objectives of the program which can be met by 
the Preferred HST Alternative.  The No Project Alternative would 
result in environmental impacts but would not offer travel 
improvements compared to the Modal and HST Alternatives.  

The evaluation of the Final Program EIR/EIS indicates that the HST 
Alternative is more effective in meeting the program objectives 
within the time frame needed and would result in fewer adverse 
impacts than the Modal or No Project Alternatives.  The Preferred 
HST System Alternative would result in energy savings, air quality 
improvement and transportation capacity improvements, as 
compared to the No Project Alternative.  In addition to meeting the 
program objectives, the Preferred HST System Alternative would 
also provide environmental benefits in the form of increased 
efficiency in energy use for transportation, decreased energy 
consumption [e.g., oil fuels consumption], improved air quality, 
improved travel conditions (including mobility, safety, reliability, 
travel times, and connectivity and accessibility) and reduced 
vehicle-miles-traveled for intercity trips.  Given the environmental 
benefits it would provide and relative potential for adverse 
environmental impact, the HST Alternative is the environmentally 
preferable alternative. (Federal Record of Decision on 
Statewide Program EIS.) 
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The HST system would provide extensive capacity, and the current 
operating plan would mean that the HSTs could be using the tracks 
every 6–10 minutes in the year 2030.  While the HST system would 
be government regulated, it is anticipated that the system will be 
privately operated.  Rather than limit service, the HST operator will 
want to provide service levels that meet the extensive demand. 

I003-4 
Please note that the HST system has been designed to be connected 
to many modes of local transit.  Security checks, if any, will be 
limited and will not be as time consuming as air travel.  Additionally, 
with the current cost of gasoline, many travelers are likely to find the 
HST as a preferable alternative to the automobile. 

I003-5 
Please see Response to Comment I003-3. 

I003-6 
Please see Response to Comment I003-3. Please also see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 for the identification of the Pacheco Pass 
as the Preferred Alternative and Chapter 2 for alternatives 
considered but rejected. 
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Comment Letter I004 (Mara Craggs, August 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I004 (Mara Craggs, August 25, 2007) 

I004-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 for the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.
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Comment Letter I005 (Albert L. Wege, August 27 2007) 
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Response to Letter I005 (Albert L. Wege, August 27, 2007) 

I005-1 
The Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative, in part for the reasons noted in this comment.  
Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I006 (Jim Tatarazuk, August 27, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I006 (Jim Tatarazuk, August 27, 2007) 

I006-1 
The Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative, in part for the reasons noted in this comment.  
Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I007 (Jack Munro, August 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I007 (Jack Munro, August 24, 2007) 

I007-1 
The Authority and FRA appreciate the commenter’s support for the 
HST system. The support of the Pacheco Pass alternative is 
consistent with the Preferred Alternative described in Chapter 8 of 
this Final Program EIR/EIS. 

The Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative, in part for the reasons noted in this comment.  
Please also see Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I007-2 
The Authority did evaluate connectivity of the HST station location 
options in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
includes intermodal facilities at each station location. 

Given the additional planning, engineering, and costs that would be 
required for the commenter’s suggested Ferry Building intermodal 
center, and given the currently proposed Transbay Transit Center as 
described in the Program EIR/EIS, provision of a new San Francisco 
intermodal facility at the Ferry Building is beyond the scope of the 
HST Project. 
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Comment Letter I008 (Dennis W. Pinion, September 1, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I008 (Dennis W. Pinion, September 1, 2007) 

I008-1  
The Authority and FRA have defined the purpose of and need for an 
HST system in California, as reviewed in Chapter 1. 

I008-2  
The Authority recommendation, as discussed in Chapter 8 of this 
Final Program EIR/EIS, acknowledges the need for rail transit 
improvements in both the Altamont and Pacheco Pass corridors.  
Pacheco Pass has been identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative for the HST system, for some of the 
reasons identified in this comment.  Please also see Standard 
Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

I008-3  
Pacheco Pass has been identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative for the HST system, for some of the 
reasons identified in this comment.  Please also see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I008-4  
The Authority and FRA have defined the purpose of and need for an 
HST system in California, as reviewed in Chapter 1. 

I008-5  
The Authority and FRA are pursuing an HST system that serves the 
needs of the entire State of California. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 24-18

 

Comment Letter I009 (Robert S. Allen, August 27, 2007) 
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Comment Letter I009 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I009 – Continued 
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Response to Letter I009 (Robert S. Allen, August 27, 2007) 

I009-1   
This comment is focused on MTC’s Bay Area Regional Rail Plan, and 
this letter was sent to representatives of the MTC Regional Rail Plan. 

I009-2  
Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 

I009-3  
Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 

I009-4  
Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 

I009-5  
Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 

I009-6  
Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 

I009-7  
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative.  The extension of HST along the East Bay will 
likely be examined following implementation of the first phases of 
the HST system. 

I009-8  
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS 
would include a four-track, grade-separated system along the 
Caltrain Corridor.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 

I009-9  
Please see Response to Comment I009-1. 
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Comment Letter I010 (William Blackwell, August 30, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I010 (William Blackwell, August 30, 2007) 

I010-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I010-2 
Technologies operating at speeds of less than 200 miles per hour 
were considered but rejected as part of the certified statewide 
program EIR/EIS (November 2005).  Please see Chapter 2 of the 
certified statewide program EIR/EIS.  This comment is beyond the 
scope of this Program EIR/EIS process. 

I010-3 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Response to Comment I010-2. 
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Comment Letter I011 (Anonymous, September 5, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I011 (Anonymous, September 5, 2007) 

I011-1 
Transportation improvements are needed for the state of California, 
and expansion of the highway and air systems is constrained.  For 
the statewide program EIR/EIS, the Authority and FRA did evaluate 
a “modal” alternative—a combination of air and highway 
expansions—with the HST alternative.  Please see Response to 
Comment I003-3 regarding the reasons that the HST system was 
selected over the No Project and Modal Alternatives. 

I011-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Both the BNSF and UPRR alignments 
alternatives are investigated as part of this Program EIR/EIS through 
the Central Valley. 

I011-3 
The comment is beyond the study area of this Program EIR/EIS 
document.  Please refer to the Authority’s and FRA’s certified 
statewide program EIR/EIS document (November 2005). 

I011-4 
Over the past 10 years, the Authority has worked directly with the 
HST providers in Europe and Japan to assess the applicability of their 
systems to California.  Given the ever-increasing demand for intercity 
travel in California and the constraints to expanding our highway and 
air systems, the European and Japanese HST systems appear to 
apply well to California.  Maglev technology was considered but 
rejected as part of the Authority’s and FRA’s certified statewide 
program EIR/EIS.  Please refer to that document. 

I011-5 
All of the routes identified in this comment were evaluated as 
possible alignments for improved commuter rail services (in MTC’s 
Regional Rail Plan) and for HST services.  Pacheco Pass is identified 
in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please 
see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative 

I011-6 
 Please see Response to Comment I011-3. 

I011-7 
 Please see Response to Comment I011-3. 
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Comment Letter I012 (Robert S. Allen, September 6, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I012 (Robert S. Allen, September 6, 2007) 

I012-1 
The Authority is currently working with regional stakeholders for the 
review and pursuit of funding for possible commuter rail 
improvements in the Altamont Corridor.  Included in this review is 
connectivity to possible BART extensions. 

I012-2 
Please see Response to Comment I012-1. 

I012-3 
Please see Response to Comment I012-1. 
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Comment Letter I013 (Charles Cameron, September 6, 2007) 
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Comment Letter I013 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I013 (Charles Cameron, September 6, 2007) 

I013-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

I013-2 
The document has been changed consistent with this comment. 

I013-3 
The document has been changed consistent with this comment.   

I013-4 
The text in Appendix 3.17-A has been updated as noted in the comment. 
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Comment Letter I014 (Gene Pike, September 7, 2007) 
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Comment Letter I014 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I014 (Gene Pike, September 7, 2007) 

I014-1  
Comment acknowledged.  The purpose and need for an HST system 
is discussed in Chapter 1. 

I014-2  
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA are not promoting 
sprawl development but rather are supporting more compact transit-
oriented development (TOD) near HST stations.  Please see Chapter 
6 of this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8 for the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

I014-3  
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority and FRA are promoting a 
high level of connectivity of various rail and bus transit systems by 
providing and maximizing to the extent possible intermodal 
connections at HST stations.  Such an approach allows for a more 
efficient and convenient trip for the riding public.  Please see 
Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of 
the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I014-4  
To minimize the impacts of the HST system, the HST alignments, 
including the Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS, have been placed adjacent to or within existing 
transportation corridors.  This approach reduces the “splitting” of 
communities.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

I014-5  
Castle Air Force Base has been identified as the potential 
maintenance facility site in the study area for the Preferred 
Alternative. 

I014-6  
The Authority and FRA evaluated in the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
multiple alignment and station location options.  These alternatives 
were reviewed and discussed with the public during the scoping 
meetings held at the outset of this Bay Area to Central Valley study.  
The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS is 
described in Chapter 8 of this Final Program EIR/EIS.  Please see 
Standard Response 3 regarding the identification of the Pacheco 
Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I014-7  
Please see Response to Comment I014-1. 
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Comment Letter I015 (Scott St. John, September 12, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I015 (Scott St. John, September 12, 2007) 

I015-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the support for an HST system.  
Chapter 1 of this Final Program EIR/EIS discusses the purpose of 
and need for an HST system. 

I015-2 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the commenter’s support for 
the Palo Alto station option.  The benefits and detailed 
environmental impacts of the Redwood City and Palo Alto station 
options will be evaluated and described during the preliminary 
engineering and project-level environmental review phase.  Please 
see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 of the Final Program 
EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Letter I016 (William Wong, September 16, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I016 (William Wong, September 16, 2007) 

I016-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the commenter’s support of the 
HST system in California. 
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Comment Letter I017 (Linda S. Lagace and David L. Tucker, September 16, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I017 (Linda S. Lagace and David L. Tucker, September 16, 2007) 

I017-1 
The impacts and benefits of the Pacheco and Altamont Alternatives 
are reviewed in the Draft Program EIR/EIS.  The Authority and FRA 
acknowledge the environmental sensitivity of the Pacheco Pass 
alternative and note that there are environmental impacts associated 
with both the Altamont and Pacheco alternatives.  The Authority and 
FRA acknowledge the commenter’s support for the Altamont 
Corridor.  The Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I018 (Thomas C. Grave, September 15, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I018 (Thomas C. Grave, September 15, 2007) 

I018-1  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of these comments from 
Mr. Grave. 

I018-2  
The Authority and FRA have made an effort to place the HST 
alignments adjacent to existing transportation corridors, including 
both rail and highways.   

I018-3  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 for the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The Authority and 
FRA note that placement of the alignment immediately adjacent to 
highway and rail corridors is not feasible for the entire length for 
either the Pacheco or Altamont Corridors.  For the Pacheco 
Alternative, the alignment has been placed immediately adjacent to 
Henry Miller Road, generally parallel and adjacent to SR 152, and 
within the Caltrain Corridor. Please also see Response to Comment 
Letters L029 and O011.  

I018-4  
Please see Response to Comment O007-21 regarding traffic 
congestion relief.  Pacheco Pass is identified in the Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 4 regarding the growth and sprawl effects of Altamont and 
Pacheco HST alternatives. 

I018-5  
Please see Response to Comment L019-8 regarding connectivity.  
The connectivity associated with the Pacheco Pass Preferred 
Alternative is discussed further in Chapter 8 of this Final Program 

EIR/EIS.  Please also see Standard Response 3 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I018-6   
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

I018-7  
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Chapter 5 and Standard 
Response 4 regarding growth. 

I018-8  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of these comments from 
Mr. Grave and note that, under both the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), the appropriate time for public comment on environmental 
documents is during the circulation period for the draft document.  
Public notices will be provided regarding the availability of future 
environmental documents.   
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Comment Letter I019 (Carolyn Straub, Steve L. McHenry, September 17, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I019 (Carolyn Straub, Steve L. McHenry, September 17, 2007) 

I019-1 
The area identified as Bolsa de San Felipe near Gilroy is crisscrossed 
by a number of roads and canals and has undergone human change 
through the development of buildings or through ranching, farming, 
and other agricultural activities.  Subsequent Tier 2 project-level 
analysis would include analysis of site-specific impacts, including 
those related to birds, and specific mitigation measures for impacts 
on biological resources will be identified.  Site-specific mitigation 
measures will be developed through consultation with state and 
federal resource agencies.  During project-level review, where the 
agencies determine that mitigation is required to address site-
specific impacts from the HST system, mitigation measures may 
include easements to preserve habitat for sensitive biological 
resources.  The Authority would coordinate with agencies and 
ongoing mitigation programs in limiting impacts on biological 
resources and in developing appropriate mitigation measures.   

I019-2 
Potential biological resources and parks impacts and mitigation 
strategies are discussed in Sections 3.15 and 3.16. 

I019-3 
Potential biological resources and parks impacts and mitigation 
strategies are discussed in Sections 3.15 and 3.16.  Also refer to 
Response to Comment I019-1 regarding Bolsa de San Felipe. 
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Comment Letter I020 (Jordan DeStaebler, September 14, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I020 (Jordan DeStaebler, September 14, 2007) 

I020-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge the support for the HST bond 
measure. 

I020-2 
Chapter 1 reviews the purpose of and need for an HST system.  The 
reasons for an HST system listed in this comment letter are reviewed 
in Chapter 1. 

 

 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 24-46

 

Comment Letter I021 (Mary Ann Reynolds, September 20, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I021 (Mary Ann Reynolds, September 20, 2007) 

I021-1 
Please see Chapter 8 of the Final Program EIR/EIS for a discussion 
of the prior actions by the High-Speed Rail Commission and 
Authority regarding selection of the alignment for the Bay Area to 
Central Valley.  Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard Response 
3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as 
the Preferred Alternative for the underlying reasons.  Please note 
that an Altamont alternative that serves San Francisco would pass 
through the federal Don Edwards Wildlife Preserve, while the 
Pacheco Pass Preferred Alternative would not. 
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Comment Letter I022 (Robert S. Allen, September 19, 2007) 
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Comment Letter I022 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I022 (Robert S. Allen, September 19, 2007) 

I022-1  
This comment is focused on MTC’s Bay Area Regional Rail Plan, and 
this letter was sent to representatives of the MTC Regional Rail Plan. 

I022-2  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1.  Please note that the HST 
system would be fully grade-separated and fenced. 

I022-3  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-4  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-5  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-6  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1.  The Preferred Alternative 
identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS includes a fully grade-
separated, four-track system along the peninsula, allowing for both 
HST and commuter services.  Please also see Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8 for the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 

I022-7  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-8  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-9  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-10  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-11  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-12  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 

I022-13  
Please see Response to Comment I022-1. 
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Comment Letter I023 (Richard Mlynarik, September 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I023 (Richard Mlynarik, September 24, 2007) 

I023-1 
These links have been updated with the proper links.  Thank you for 
making us aware of the situation. 
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Comment Letter I024 (Evelyn Halbert, September 22, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I024 (Evelyn Halbert, September 22, 2007) 

I024-1 
In response to comments from the Central Valley, two additional 
public hearings on the Draft Program EIR/EIS were held in Stockton 
and Sacramento. 

I024-2 
The UPRR N/S alternative is identified as the Preferred Alternative in 
this Final Program EIR/EIS.  However, at the project level, the 
Authority will continue to evaluate the BNSF alternative because of 
the uncertainty of negotiating with the UPRR for use of some of its 
right-of-way.  Impacts associated with these two alignments, 
including impacts on adjacent neighborhoods, will be reviewed in 
more detail during the project-level phase.  Please see Chapter 8 of 
the Final Program EIR/EIS and Standard Response 3 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I024-3 
Potential agricultural impacts and mitigation strategies are discussed 
in Section 3.8.  The range of farmland impacts resulting from the 
network alternatives analyzed in the Program EIR/EIS is estimated to 
be between 756 and 1,384 acres.  Compensation for any land 
acquired for the project would be subject to the Federal Uniform 
Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended.  This includes farm operations. 

I024-4 
Please see Response to Comment I024-1.  Additional input will be 
requested from the Central Valley regarding environmental impacts 
and the appropriate alignment during the project-level environmental 
review.  Both the UPRR and BNSF alignments have been retained to 
ensure that the detailed impacts and benefits are fully reviewed prior 
to a determination of the alignment. 

I024-5 
Impacts for the Central Valley and Stanislaus County have been 
reviewed at the programmatic level in this Program EIR/EIS.  The 
methodology and scope of this programmatic environmental review 
has been uniformly applied for all alignment and station locations 
throughout the Bay Area to Central Valley. 

I024-6 
Please see Responses to Comments I024-1 through I024-5. 
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Comment Letter I025 (Robert S. Allen, September 24, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I025 (Robert S. Allen, September 24, 2007) 

I025-1 
Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Please see the HST Staff Recommendation 
(Appendix 8A) regarding the proposed review, in conjunction with 
regional stakeholders, of commuter rail service improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor.  The Authority is currently working with regional 
stakeholders on planning and funding for Altamont Commuter Rail 
improvements.  The Preferred Alternative identified in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS includes a fully grade-separated, four-track system 
along the Peninsula.  Improvements to Capital Corridor services and 
facilities are evaluated in MTC’s Regional Rail Plan. 

I025-2 
This comment is focused on MTC’s Bay Area Regional Rail Plan. 
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Comment Letter I026 (David Dutton, Mattson Technology Inc., September 17, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I026 (David Dutton, Mattson Technology Inc., September 17, 2007) 

I026-1 
Consistent with this letter and for some of the reasons identified, the 
Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS.  Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I027 (Audrey Alorro, September 27, 2006) 
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Response to Letter I027 (Audrey Alorro, September 27, 2006) 

I027-1 
Pacheco Pass is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this Final 
Program EIR/EIS. Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I028 (John W. Scherrer, October 1, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I028 (John W. Scherrer, October 1, 2007) 

I028-1 
The Authority and FRA will review the possible impacts of the 
Preferred Pacheco alignment on these specific parcels during the 
preliminary engineering and project-level environmental review 
phase.  Please note that property severance and possible 
interference with and restriction on property access and farm 
operations will be part of this review.  It is anticipated that alignment 
refinements will occur during this phase to minimize impacts on 
properties and natural resources.  The design for creek crossings will 
take into account potential impacts on water resources.  As required 
by state and federal law, the project will provide appropriate 
compensation for any loss of property. 
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Comment Letter I029 (Walter Strakosch, No Date) 
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Response to Letter I029 (Walter Strakosch, No Date) 

I029-1 
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of comments from Mr. 
Strakosch. 

I029-2 
The annual ridership on the Pacheco Pass is 93,890,000.  This was 
incorrectly identified as 93,300,000 in Table S.5-1 in the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  The annual ridership on the Altamont Pass was correctly 
identified in this table as 87,910,000.   

The Authority and FRA concur with the commenter that the Altamont 
Pass alternative provides more competitive HST travel times than 
Pacheco Pass travel market between the Bay Area and Sacramento 
region.  Results from the ridership and revenue model show that 
there are 8.9 million annual riders in this market for the Altamont 
Pass alternative and 6.4 million annual riders in the Pacheco Pass 
alternative.  This amounts to 2.5 million more annual passengers for 
the Altamont Pass alternative for this one market. 

Altamont does not have a larger ridership advantage in this market 
because a) auto provides a much more competitive door-to-door 
travel time than either HST alternative for the vast majority of 
travelers in this market and b) the Altamont Pass base alternative 
includes an HST service split in the East Bay, which greatly reduces 
HST frequency (compared to Pacheco Pass) to San Jose and San 
Francisco.  The combination of these factors results in HST capturing 
about 5% of the travel market between the Bay Area and 
Sacramento region, while conventional rail captures 7% and auto 
captures 88%. 

The HST service split is also one of the reasons that the Altamont 
base alternative achieves lower systemwide ridership compared to 
Pacheco.  The ridership and revenue forecasts assumed about 50 
trains per day per direction between Los Angeles and San Francisco/ 
San Jose in the Pacheco Pass alternative.  Due to the HST service 
split, the Altamont Pass alternative has 33 trains per day from Los 

Angeles to San Francisco and 17 trains per day from Los Angeles to 
San Jose (for the same total of 50 between Los Angeles and the Bay 
Area).  This allocation of trains to the two destinations means that 
everyone traveling to these destinations has lower frequency of 
trains in the Altamont alternative compared to the Pacheco base 
alternative.  This lower frequency leads to lower systemwide 
ridership in the Altamont base alternative.  This produces 1.7 million 
fewer annual passengers in this market alone (21% decrease), and 6 
million more annual passengers systemwide (7% increase) for the 
Pacheco Pass base alternative compared to the Altamont Pass base 
alternative.   

Although the base Altamont alternative has the potential to achieve 
higher ridership between the Bay Area and northern Central Valley 
(Merced northward), the base Pacheco alternative achieves higher 
ridership between the Bay Area and areas from Fresno southward 
(including Los Angeles and San Diego regions).  Due to its proximity 
to the Central Coast region (through a potential Gilroy station), the 
Pacheco alternative also creates a sizable HST market to/from the 
Monterey Bay area; this market is virtually untapped with the 
Altamont HST alternative. 

I029-3 
See Response to Comment L019-9.  It is important to note that 
Stockton would not be served with the Altamont Pass alignment.  
The current plan for the HST system has the Stockton station added 
with the extension to Sacramento.   

Ridership results in Table S.5-1 are reasonable and are not 
understated for the Altamont Pass alternative.  Please see Response 
to Comment I029-2 for explanation of factors that underlie the 
ridership patterns for Altamont and Pacheco alternatives. 

I029-4 
The capital cost of the base Altamont alignment (San Jose and San 
Francisco Termini) is $12.7 billion and the capital cost of the base 
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Pacheco alignment (San Jose and San Francisco Termini) is $12.4 
billion (see Table S.5-1 in the Executive Summary of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, available at http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/ 
public_notice/pdf/DEIR-EIS/summary/ExecutiveSummary.pdf) for 
the “San Francisco and San Jose termini”. 

The Pacheco Pass base alternative is projected to attract about 5.0 
million more HST riders than the base Altamont Pass alternative for 
a network alternative that includes San Jose and San Francisco 
termini.  Although Altamont has the potential to achieve higher 
ridership between the Bay Area and northern Central Valley (Merced 
northward), Pacheco achieves higher ridership between the Bay Area 
and areas from Fresno southward (including Los Angeles and San 
Diego regions).  Due to its proximity to the Central Coast region 
(through a potential Gilroy station), the Pacheco alternative also 
creates a sizable HST market to/from the Monterrey Bay area; this 
market is virtually untapped with the Altamont HST alternative. 

The commenter’s preference for an Altamont Pass alternative is 
noted. 

Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 for the identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  The analysis 
concluded that both Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass alternatives 
have high ridership and similar capital costs (for similar termini).  
The Authority and FRA determined that neither of these factors 
(ridership or costs) differentiate between the Altamont and Pacheco 
Pass alternatives.  
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Comment Letter I030 (Michael Kiesling, October 26, 2007) 
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Comment Letter I030 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I030 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

 
 

U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Railroad 
Administration 

Page 24-69

 

Comment Letter I030 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I030 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I030 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I030 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I030 (Michael Kiesling, October 26, 2007) 

I030-1 
Thank you for that acknowledgement. 

I030-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

I030-3 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 for the rationale 
behind the selection of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Either the Pacheco Pass or Altamont Pass would provide 
quick, competitive travel times between northern and southern 
California.  The Pacheco Pass would provide the quickest travel times 
between the south Bay and southern California (10 minutes less than 
the Altamont alternatives serving San Jose via the East Bay 
[Interstate 880], and 28 minutes less than the Altamont San 
Francisco and San Jose—via San Francisco Peninsula alternative for 
express service).  The Pacheco Pass enables a potential station in 
southern Santa Clara County (at Gilroy or Morgan Hill), which 
provides superior connectivity and accessibility to south Santa Clara 
County and the three Monterey Bay counties and uses the entire 
Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and Gilroy.  San Francisco 
and San Jose would be served with one HST alignment along the 
Caltrain Corridor providing the most frequent service to these 
destinations, whereas the most promising Altamont Pass alternatives 
would require splitting HST services (express, suburban express, 
skip-stop, local, regional) between two branch lines to serve San 
Jose and either San Francisco or Oakland.  The Altamont Pass would 
provide considerably quicker travel times between 
Sacramento/Northern San Joaquin Valley and San Francisco or 
Oakland than the Pacheco Pass (41 minutes less between San 
Francisco and Sacramento for express service).  The Altamont 
alternatives using the East Bay to San Jose would have express 
travel times about 29 minutes less than the Pacheco Pass between 
Sacramento and San Jose, while the Altamont San Francisco and San 
Jose—via the San Francisco Peninsula alternative would take 15 

minutes less than the Pacheco Pass for this market.  The Altamont 
Pass would enable a potential Tri-Valley HST station and a potential 
Tracy HST station, which provide superior connectivity to the Tri-
Valley/Eastern Alameda County, Contra Costa County, and Tracy 
area and provide for the opportunity for shared infrastructure with 
an improved Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) commuter service, 
although additional infrastructure would be necessary for commuter 
overlay service with associated impacts.  The Altamont Pass would 
have more potential Central Valley stations served on the Authority’s 
adopted first phase for construction between the Bay Area and 
Anaheim (Tracy and Modesto). 

I030-4 
Please see Response to Comment I030-3. 

I030-5 
Please see Response to Comment O007-22. 

I030-6 
As part of this Program EIR/EIS process, the HST alignments were 
developed early on in collaboration with, and are consistent with, the 
Bay Area Regional Rail Plan.  In fact, many of the alignment HST 
plans and profiles were provided to the Authority by MTC. These 
alignments were used for the Program EIR/EIS (Chapter 2 and 
Appendix 2D).  The Authority and FRA appreciate the suggested 
refinements but have used the alignments developed during the 
scoping process as the basis for their evaluation and have identified 
a Preferred Alternative in this Final Program EIR/EIS.  HST alignment 
alternatives and station location options selected at the program-
level will be refined during the preliminary engineering and project-
level environmental review phase, including refinements to vertical 
and horizontal alignments.  Please note that the Preferred 
Alternative is the Pacheco Pass alignment.  See Standard Response 3 
and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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As a rule, the design of the stations was predicated on keeping the 
existing railroads whole and not affecting their infrastructure or 
operations.  The alternative suggested by the commenter would 
require an endorsement of the UPRR, which cannot be assumed at 
this time.  The Authority and FRA have determined that the costs for 
Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass alternatives (with similar termini) 
are similar and do not differentiate between these alternatives. 

I030-7 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

I030-8 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

The Fremont station option was brought above ground in order to 
cross Interstate 880 and then to serve the Newark Station.  To the 
west of the Newark station, the HST needs to cross over the existing 
Coast Subdivision.  Once it crosses the railroad, it can then return to 
grade.   

I030-9 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

The Newark station fact sheet shows a four-track station 
configuration.  Each line on the plan view of the station represents a 
station track.  The configuration of the station is two outboard 
platforms served by a single track with the two inside tracks as 
express tracks. 

I030-10 
The Newark station fact sheet states, “This elevated station would 
consist of four tracks served by two outside platforms.”  Regarding 
the need for the station to be elevated see Response to Comment 
I030-8. 

I030-11 
See Response to Comment 1030-6.  For the alignment alternative 
serving the Shinn station location, it is impractical to provide an 

intermodal HST and BART station due to severe site constraints.  In 
addition, BART improvements are not designed or implemented by 
the Authority or FRA, and a BART station at this site has therefore 
not been evaluated in detail in this Program EIR/EIS.  

I030-12 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

I030-13 
Pacheco Pass via Henry Miller Road (UPRR Connection) is the 
Preferred Alternative for this program-level document.  At the 
project-level, however, staff recommends the Authority continue to 
seek and evaluate alignment alternatives using the Pacheco Pass 
that would minimize impacts on, or avoid, the GEA.  See also Section 
3.15.5 regarding the Authority’s commitment to acquire agricultural, 
conservation, and/or open space easements for potential impacts in 
and around the GEA. 

The GEA North alternative is estimated to have higher potential 
visual impacts (medium versus low), severance impacts, and cultural 
impacts than either Henry Miller alignment alternative.  Potential 
impacts on farmlands, streams, lakes/water bodies, and 4(f) and 6(f) 
resources are estimated to be about the same for each alternative.  
The GEA North alignment alternative is estimated to have higher 
potential impacts on wetlands (17.96 acres versus 11.61 acres) but 
less potential impacts on nonwetland waters (6,771 linear feet [ft] 
versus 10,588 linear ft) when compared to the Henry Miller (UPRR 
connection) alignment alternative.  Both alternatives would have the 
potential to impact special-status plant and wildlife species.  While 
both alignment alternatives would likely result in impacts on the 
GEA, the GEA North alignment alternative would have greater 
impacts on publicly owned lands and be more disruptive to wildlife 
movement patterns than the Henry Miller alignment alternative.  The 
GEA North alignment alternative would be on a new alignment and 
bisect the GEA and result in a new barrier to wildlife movement.  The 
Henry Miller alignment alternative would be elevated through large 
portions of the GEA parallel to an existing roadway that, along with a 
nearby canal, already bisects the GEA and disrupts wildlife 
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movement.  The Henry Miller alignment alternative would provide 
greater opportunities for mitigation and environmental improvements 
for wildlife. 

I030-14 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

I030-15 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

I030-16 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

A deep tunnel under Pleasanton could potentially reduce some 
impacts but would increase other logistical constraints, construction 
issues, and capital costs.  It has been a goal of the Authority to 
minimize tunneling, and tunneling through suburban and rural 
communities has been avoided. 

I030-17 
See Response to Comment I030-6. 

I030-18 
The Authority has been working with the San Jose Department of 
Transportation to review right-of-way and alignment options for the 
Caltrain Corridor adjoining Monterey Highway. Additional refinements 
of this segment will be developed collaboratively with the City of San 
Jose during the preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review phase.  

I030-19 
Please see Response to Comment L030-2. 

I030-20 
Please see Response to Comment L035-2. HST service levels will be 
refined during train operations, as the system evolves, based on 
demand. For the base Altamont network alternative serving San 
Francisco and San Jose, two-thirds of the trains were assumed to 
serve San Francisco and one-third to serve San Jose. This is 
generally consistent with the commenter’s approach.  

I030-21 
Please see Response to Comment I030-20. 

I030-22 
There will be no maintenance facility at Los Banos. At this program 
level, the Authority and FRA have not identified a light maintenance 
facility location in the Bay Area along the Preferred Alternative.  
Potential maintenance facility sites between Gilroy and San Francisco 
may be evaluated during preliminary engineering and project-level 
environmental review. This Final Program EIR/EIS identifies a 
maintenance facility location at Merced to be evaluated in more 
detail during preliminary engineering and project-level environmental 
review. 

I030-23 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I031 (Don Edwards, No Date) 
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Response to Letter I031 (Don Edwards, No Date) 

I031-1 
Pacheco Pass is identified in this Final Program EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative, consistent with and in part due to the 
comments provided in this letter regarding possible impacts of an 
Altamont alternative to San Francisco on the Don Edwards San 
Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.  As noted in the letter, the 
federal wildlife preserve bears the name of the letter author—Don 
Edwards—whose leadership and efforts lead to the creation of this 
preserve.   

Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I032 (Jose Portocarrero, October 22, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I032 (Jose Portocarrero, October 22, 2007) 

I032-1 
The Authority and FRA are keenly aware of the needs for improved 
transit services between the Central Valley, including Tracy, and the 
Bay Area.  For a number of reasons, Pacheco Pass is identified in this 
Final EIS/EIR as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Even so, the Authority is 
currently working with regional stakeholders for the review and 
pursuit of funding for possible commuter rail improvements in the 
Altamont Corridor. 
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Comment Letter I033 (Roger K. Pearson, October 21, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I033 (Roger K. Pearson, October 21, 2007) 

I033-1 
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Also 
see Section 3.15 regarding potential impacts on biological resources 
and wetlands, including the Mt. Hamilton Project.  The proposed 
project would not impact Henry Coe State Park. 
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Comment Letter I034 (Annette Allsup, October 25, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I034 (Annette Allsup, October 25, 2007) 

I034-1  
The Authority and FRA acknowledge receipt of Ms. Allsup’s 
observations during the public hearing. 

I034-2  
By law, the Authority and FRA need to make their determinations on 
the basis of the full public record, including the environmental 
documentation and all public comments received plus any other 
relevant information in the record.  Please also see Response to 
Comment I034-1.  The Authority and FRA cannot speculate 
regarding the position of residents in the City of Merced but will take 
into account all written and oral comments provided, including those 
from Merced residents.   

I034-3  
The HST service that has been operating in Europe and Japan for 
over four decades is an example of what is being proposed for 
California. 

I034-4  
The Pacheco Pass Alternative is identified in this Final Program 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please see Standard 
Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the identification of the 
Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 

I034-5  
The myriad underlying reasons for identification of Pacheco Pass as 
the Preferred Alternative are provided in Standard Response 3 and 
Chapter 8.  Please note that the first phase of the Authority Board-
adopted phasing plan includes development of a test track from 
Bakersfield to Merced, regardless of whether the Altamont or 
Pacheco Alignment is selected.  Thus, for the initial phase, the 
Central Valley is served between Bakersfield and Merced for either 
alternative. 

I034-6  
Please see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding the 
identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Comment Letter I035 (Gerald Cauthen, November 16, 2007) 
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Response to Letter I035 (Gerald Cauthen, November 16, 2007) 

I035-1 
Facts and findings regarding these subjects are reviewed in the 
responses below. 

I035-2 
The network alternatives evaluated in the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
serve one, two, or three of the major urban centers in the Bay Area 
—San Jose, San Francisco, and Oakland.  The Preferred Alternative 
would serve two of these urban centers—San Jose and San 
Francisco—with no need to split trains.  Please see Response to 
Comment O007-50 regarding the “splitting” of high-speed trainsets. 

I035-3 
Please see Response to Comment O007-22 regarding the Dumbarton 
Rail Bridge.  Please also see Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 
regarding the identification of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

There are a number of major factors that affect capital costs for all 
of the network alternatives.  As stated in the Draft Program EIR/EIS 
Summary: 

Capital costs for the HST Network Alternatives range from $6.0 
billion for Altamont Pass Union City terminus—the shortest network 
alternative—to $20.4 billion for a combination of the Altamont and 
Pacheco Network options with service to all three urban centers—
the longest network alternative.  The average cost per mile ranges 
from $37.5 million for a Pacheco Pass alternative terminating at 
San Jose to $74.3 million for a Pacheco Pass alignment serving San 
Francisco and Oakland with a new transbay tube. 

The highest costs per mile are for the network alternatives that 
include a new San Francisco Bay crossing in a tube or a bridge.  
Network alternatives that include a new transbay tube between 
Oakland and San Francisco exhibit costs per mile of between $61.4 
and $74.3 million.  Network alternatives that include a new bridge 
crossing of the Bay near Dumbarton exhibit costs between $54.0 
and $62.6 million per mile.   

Inclusion of a new transbay tube is estimated to cost from $3.8 to 
$4.0 billion.  A new Dumbarton Bridge is estimated to cost $1.3 to 
$1.7 billion.  Crossing the Bay in a tube in the Dumbarton Corridor 
would cost an additional $362 million compared to the high bridge 
option1. 

The remaining network alternatives range in cost per mile between 
$37.5 for a Pacheco alignment ending in San Jose and $59.3 for an 
Altamont alignment that would circle the bay and serve San Jose, 
Oakland, and San Francisco with no bay crossing. (Draft Program 
EIR/EIS Summary, page 11) 

As shown in the Draft Program EIR/EIS, the alternatives that include 
a Bay crossing would have the greatest potential impacts on the San 
Francisco Bay waters and would have high capital costs and 
constructability issues.  The Dumbarton crossing would also have the 
greatest potential impacts on wetlands and the Don Edwards San 
Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. 

To implement these alternatives, extensive coordination would be 
required with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under 
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), and California Coastal Commission.  Proposed 
facilities crossing the Bay would be subject to the USACE, California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) permit 
processes. 

Notwithstanding this public comment, proposing to construct a new 
crossing of the San Francisco Bay is a controversial concept.  A 
considerable number of organizations, agencies, and individuals have 
expressed concern regarding potential impacts on the San Francisco 
Bay and Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge by 
HST alternatives via the Altamont Pass using a Dumbarton crossing.  
                                                 
1  Unit costs for the Oakland to San Francisco transbay tube, Dumbarton 

railbridge (high-bridge and low-bridge options), and Dumbarton tube 
were obtained from MTC as part of the Regional Rail planning studies. 
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These include the MTC; BCDC; U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency; USFWS; Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge; Congress members Zoe Lofgren, Michael Honda, Anna 
Eshoo, and Tom Lantos; State Senators Elaine Alquist and Abel 
Maldanado; Assembly Member Jim Beale; Santa Clara County; San 
Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans); San Mateo County 
Transportation Authority; Peninsula Corridor (Caltrain) Joint Powers 
Board (JPB); San Francisco Bay Trail Project; San Jose Chamber of 
Commerce; San Francisco Bay Trail Project; the City of San Jose; the 
City of Oakland; and Don Edwards (Member of Congress, 1963–
1995). 

I035-4 
By design, the HST stations would be located in populated areas and 
through the Tri-Valley would require four tracks for HST, plus two 
additional freight tracks.  This four-track cross section would be 
needed for a considerable distance (approximately 2½ to 3 miles) to 
allow for express operations, depending on the design speeds.  It 
should be noted that the transition from two to four HST tracks 
would typically require at least 1,600 feet on either side of the HST 
station. Thus, the statement that there would be four to six tracks in 
populated areas is correct.  For these locations, additional right-of-
way would be required or some of the tracks would need to be 
placed in tunnel or on an aerial structure.  Acquisition of additional 
right-of-way as needed, may or may not require eminent domain, 
depending on the individual circumstances of the property at that 
time. 

The need for four to six tracks along the Altamont alignment, the 
potential need for aerial structures, and/or the possible need for 
right-of-way purchase is recognized by the Tri Valley PAC, the City of 
Freemont, the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency; 
and Alameda County Supervisor Scott Haggerty in their public 
comment support for Pacheco Pass for the HST system and 
corresponding improvements to commuter services in the Altamont 
Corridor. 

It should be noted that if regionally operated long-distance “overlay” 
service were to be contemplated, the number of stations, and the 
six-track sections of the alignment would be greater than assumed in 
this Program EIR/EIS. 

I035-5 
Refer to Standard Response 3 and Chapter 8 regarding identification 
of the Pacheco Pass as the Preferred Alternative.  Also see Section 
3.15 regarding potential impacts on biological resources and 
wetlands.  The potential impacts on wetlands for a new San 
Francisco Bay crossing would be more than double that of a Pacheco 
Pass network alternative that would not require a Bay crossing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




